Two tandem prisms with different gaps
prisms with different gaps and angles
Case 8
The size of the computational domain varies among cases based on the configuration. time signature in drag coefficient predicted by both solver is also very similar, as shown in Fig.  272 3. Drag coefficients predicted by FLUENT and OpenFOAM differ less than 6% for P1 and less 273 than 9% for P2 for case 5. The difference in the drag coefficient is less than 3% for case 3. domain used in the validation study is depicted in Fig. 5(a) with the side view shown in Fig. 5(b) . 286 individually. Vortices generated from P1 still impinge on P2 periodically, as shown in Fig. 10(e)  392 and Fig. 10(f) . The intensity of vortices impinging on P2 is decreased significantly for G/D = 20. 393
The drag coefficient of both P1 and P2 becomes nearly the same for G/D = 20 (see Fig. 9 ). 394 there is a stationary tip vortex attached to the leading edge of the prism, as shown in Fig. 11(a) -404 Fig. 11(d) and Fig. 11(b)-Fig. 11(e) . Flow patterns in the wake become less turbulent. Absence 405 of large and small eddies are obvious from images. As the yaw angle is decreased, the turbulent 406 intensity decreases and the region where turbulent eddies present shrinks. This well-documented 407 streamlining effect will result in decrease in the drag coefficient, as predicted in the present 408 study. 409 closely spaced, staggered arrays of yawed prisms will perform much better, as listed in Table 5 . 463 
